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INTRODUCTION

In the mic-2930’'s, as tae Soviet Union facec the oseginnings of waat
wou_d pecome a period of almost unprecedentec caange both comestically anc in
foreign affairs, Scviet _eacer Mi<aall Gorzacaev selectec the relativel
unknown Ecuarc Saevardnadze to be ais Foreign Minister. Shevardnadze went on

to serve 1n taat capacizTy througa tae end of tae Colz War until sl
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resignation in 19%1.

Tais vaver will cescrloe Saevarcnacze’s statecraft curing his service as
Soviet Zoreign Minister: the environment in which he operatec; his icea_s,
assumotions anc vision of Soviet national interests, tae manner in whica he
sought to acaieve tae goals taat would Zulfill the vision; and an assessment
of tae successes anc failures of Shevarcnacze’s statecraft curing tais oivctal

period.

ENVIRONMENT, ASSUMPTIONS, AND PREDISPOSITIONS

When he was elevatec to national prominence in 1985, Eduard Saevardnadze
Decame Foreign Minister of a very trouo_ec naticn. Like Goroacaev,
Shevarcnadze saw the Soviet Union traveling alone down a cifferent vata from
the rest of tae worlc--a pata taat was ta<ing the ccuntry tc ruin. =Ze saw a
_ong line of past Soviet _eaders who nad been consumed oy 1ceo_ogical conflict
with tae West, preserving an “irreconcilazle 10sti_it; oetween capitalism anc

communist states.”!

As he observec growing unity, civersity and
intercepencence througacut tae worlc, 2e was confrontec wita tae trous_ing
image of his own nation acting unilatera’ly and 1n ways inconsistent not only
with wcrld ooinion, osut most Zikely at occs wita tae Soviet pooulace as well.
As Foreign Minister he sopoke out against past unilatera’ actions such as the
1nvasions of Czecaoslova<ia anc Afghanistan, anc in the case of the former
even lssuec an avology. A proponent of expression of public opinion, even

cissent, ae went puclic aimself in criticizaing the U S.S.R 's past trac<

record, saying, “Tae notion that we can i1gnore the worlc around us and



cisregarc other oeople’s interest nas cost our peoole and socialism dearly in
tnhe cast.”"

Shevarcnacze was especia_ly critical of the ore-Gorbachev leadershivo’s
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foreign coliczy w1ta regarc to tae Unitec States In tae ear_y 1931 , tae
anti-Soviet sentiment of the Reagan administration anc tae U.S.S.R.’s strongly
iceo_cglcal resocnse to taat sentiment assurec continuance of tae Cclz War,

Shevardnadze characterizec U.S.-U.S.S.R. relations as extremely antagonistic:

wn

usoicious, untrusting anc vengeful. As they haz for rears, Colc Warricrs cn
ooth sides pursued an arms race, one which acversely affected tae economies of
octh nations but waica nad sarticuiar_y severe consecuences for tae Soviets.
Shevardnacze spoke cisparaging_y of many v»olitical decisions that were made
witnaout ccnsiceration of tae economic consequences, 22Ut saves 2ls greatest
criticism Zor the Soviets’ preoccupation with military svencing, regarding it
as tae praincipal reason for the country’s economic distress. Not only that,
he cicn’t regarc a military buiZcup as the way to achieve national security,
sayjlng taat “security ceces nct mean 1aving more weapons ourse’_ves, 2ut having
fewer weapons agalnst us.”’

As Foreign Minister, Saevarcnacze mace 21l1s views known tTo tae Soviet
Union and the wor_d. Statec oriefly, his views i1nc_ucec a belief in
comestlic economlc revo_ution, an enc to tae U.S.S.R.’s isclation from tae
wor_d, development of a nrominent ro_e Soviet in the international arena,
fincing sources of national strengta otaer tnan military dower, anc

1mplementing a process of “democratization” at home.

NATIONAL INTERESTS

Armec with taese i1dea’s and facec with what ne regarded as impending
coom for tae U.S.S.R., Saevarcnacze too¢ cver the Foreign Ministr; in 198F
witn a different vision of national interests than hac been seen before in
Soviet _eacers He did naave one area cf common grounc witna tae Co_d Warriors,
however: the physical security anc defense of the Soviet Union. As he told

attendees at a foreign policy conference, “Defense 1s the chief priority of a



House 3

state...[u ncer no circumstances can we permit military superiority over us.”’
Walle tails rings of Colc War/arms race rhetoric when ta<en out cf context, we

w1’l see _ater how Saevardnadze’s view of proper military strength represented
a mar<ec ceparture from tae Colc Warriors.

Another basic national interest aeld in high importance by Shevarcnacze
was vrotecting the _ife anc peaceful existence of the Soviet peoos_e He
wantec tae citizens of the U.S.S.R. to oe anle Zo live their Zives wita
econoric security, freecom from bota dcmestic and foreign tareats, anc a
greater measure of initiative and resdonsibility taan taat to waich they were
accustomed. He was varticu_arl, minzfu’ oI the tareat presentec v nuclear
weaponry to the Soviet peop-e and to man<inc 1n genera-. As a result, ae toog
measures to ensure nuclear catastrooae woulcn’t cccur, especial’ly as tae
resul- of some action by the Soviet Union.

Shevarcnazze o_acec great importance on naow Soviet acticns were viewecd
in the worlc community. International prestige was, 1n his mind, anotaer
nationa. i1nterest, anc 1t was <ey z¢ the U.S.f R joining tae worlc community,
hoZding credibi’ity around the globe and remaining a major power.

Desvite n1s efforts at cemocratization at home anc 1n foreign affairs,
Saevarcnacze stil’l ae’d great stock in socialism and socialist values. Even
as he cenouncez tae uni_atera_ and militaristic actions of leacers before
Goroachev, Shevardnadze remainec a proponent of supvorting anc oromoting
socialism cutsice the U.S.S5.R., claiming that “socialism can crovice man with
more taan any o-her sociopolitical system.”®

Wita taese naticna’ 1nterests ceZining his vision, Saevardnacze usec 2al1s
position as Foreign Minister and key advisor to Mikhail Gorbachev to pursue

goals taat woulc nelp tae U S.S.R. realize tals colc new visicn.

GOALS
Foremost among Goroachev’s anc Saevarcnacze’s goals for foreign colicy
decision-ma<ing was a saift from military-political confrontation to political

interacticn. Tae new _eacership wantec a new Zace on Soviet international



rela-ions, one Zounced on democratization and humanization insteac of
militarizaticn. It fzllowec then taat taey wantec the U.S.S.R. to become a
ful -flecgec anc contributing member of the worlc community. The new concept
inc_uced a sai1ft frcm The uni_atera’l actions of vast regimes tc a foreign
ntries to
national independence, and non-interference in internal affairs. Promotion of
tae scclalist system remained a goa’, out tarough examop_e-setting and imoroved
ties with other socialist countries, instead of through forceful projection.

Tae sa1ft away from vast mi_itarism includec a new conceot of national
defense, “'‘reasonasle sufficiency,’ a notion of nonoffensive cefense, ”® in
walcna nuc_ear arms and otaer weapcns of mass cestructlon wou—_c Te e_lminatec
acTivities woulc oe limitec to territory
cwn frontiers.

Faced wita a growing economic crisis at home, one of Shevardnadze’s <ey
fcreign vclicy goa_s was for tae U.S.S.R. to “enter tae common channe’ oI tae
wor_d economy” tarough improved ties with the caoitalist economies of tae
West. He regarced a greatly improvec scientific and tecanical capaonilit, at
aome as <ey to economic recovery, and similarly sougat more and oetter
contacts between Soviet scientists anc taeir western ccuntervarts.
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waat wou_co Dersuace other nations to nelp tae Soviet Union come out cf
1solation resulted i1in the rea’ization taat domestic efforts must precede or oe
mace 1n concert with foreign oo_1icy i1nitiatives. Taus, tae concedt of
democratization was appliec within Soviet oHorcers to convince the worlc of

their reso’ve 1n becoming a memoer of tae mocern glooal community.
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INSTRUMENTS

A number of 1nitiatives were underta<en so tae U.S.S.R. coulc achieve
the various goal s taat woulc best serve tae nationa- interest, bu: tae primary
tccl cof Foreign Minister Saevarcnacze was diplomacy. He nac _itt.e use for
the 1deoclogues who Zor decades had dominatec Soviet thougat (foreign volicy
inclucec) anc olamec taem for tae i1solation in waica tae U.S.S.R. found itself
in tae 2980’s. His approaca was to “deideologize”® Soviet foreign oDolicy, <o
cezart from tae conceot of class cecnf_ict as a oasis for fcreign relations,
and orient foreign policy instead toward cefense of universal val_ues.
Dio_oracy under Saevarcnacze o50re a heavy imprint of n1s versonal stysle--his
doggedness, hlis persuasiveness, his a»nility to suilc rapport wita
counterparts, and tae versona’l crecisility whica ae oullt over time.

To develop tais credinility ne actec on Zoreign policy issues 1n a way
that cemonstratec tae Soviet reso’_ve towarc caange e.g., witacrawal from
Afgaanistan, acknowlecgment of tae U.S.S.R.’s responsioilities for the Co’d
War, supocrt of ccalition nations curing tne Gulf War, anc earnest effcrts in
nuclear arms control. He correctly i1icentified a _in< between domestic anc
foreign volicy, »romoting cemocratizaticn orograms at nome thrat woulc De sSeen
as 1n steo with waat ne was promoting 1n Soviet foreign policy. Taese
comestic actions 1inc_ucec greater attention vaic tc pub_ic opinion,
development and conduct of foreign policy “in tae sunshine” (to borrow an
American term), recognition of citizens’ rigat of cissent anc emigraticn,
release of political prisoners, and vast reforms in domestic criminal Zaw.

In pursuit of the U.S.S.R s i1nc_usion in tae wor_d community,
Shevarcnacze shifted the Foreign Ministry’s focus toward invo_vement in
internationa’ economic 1nstitutions, cooperation in international
environmental vbrograms, greater use of scientific and technology-orientec
excnange programs wita the West, ana active i1nvelvement in efforts to

establish an international economic order.
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ANATYSTS
AZtaouga Goropacaev anc Shevarcnacze fell saort of accomo_ishing a’’ <f

their goa_s for the Soviet Union, important progress was made in tae late
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Ecuard Shevardnacze that was central to many of those successes. Althouga ais
detractors claimec he was simp’v an activist wao lac<cec strategic vision, tais
writer 1s persuacec ~hat he cic have a vision--one walica includec
cemi_itarization anc econcmic restructuring at aome, anc a worlc community in
whica the U.S.S.R. would play an imoortant role. He had no prior experience
or expertise 1in foreign affairs, yet 21e avollec tae principa’ tool cZ a
foreign minister--diplomacy--with notansle success. He understood waat woulc
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actions at home anc asroad. The rapport ae was anle to cevelop with ais U.S.
countdroarts, George Scau_tz anc James Baker, was <ey tc persuacing tae
American leacersaip that the Soviet Union was no _onger tae evlil emplre anc
was genuine_, cevotec to encing the arms race anc tae Cold War.

Despite his strengths anc successes, Shevarcnacze was subjectec to muca
criticism at aome, anc u_timately resignec 1n frustration prior to tae cemise
of the Soviet Union. Waile he and other Gorbachev-era _eacers saared a common

sis1sicon for taeir nation
lsi¢gn Igr tTielr artigor
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the agreement dadn’t extenc tc a strategic p
woulc fulfill the vision.

By his cwn acmission, Shevarcnacze pusaed too narc from tae tLod 1in
trying to cemocratize a totalitarian state. His foreign policy victories were

not seen as suca oy tae consiceradsle numoer of i1zeo_ogues and Cold Warriors

wno remained in vositions of power i1in tae U.S.S.R. They regarded tae whole

spectrum of demi_itarization (cisarmament, withcrawa. Zrom Afgaanistan,

AAAAAAAA P o~ T om o~y PR, | F = -~ R P T 2 B ] - o e Tia v e e -
LouulCew dlilld odlcd) aliu talilule UL CLoluiuiliol 1Loyglines 1l CaosiLelll E.-U..LUkJC ao
uniatera’l concessicns te the West anc/or defeats for wniza taeys sought a

scapegoat. Further, they were humi_iatec at tae thought of going to the West

for technica. and economic aiz, as Shevardnacze i1nsisted was necessary.



For ais part, Shevardnadze was frustrated that some of those in tae
Soviet _eadersaip wao sharecz ai1s vision--most notasly Goroachev—--cic not saare
his own strength of reso’ve and were too quick to compromise with those
resisting tae wave of caange. Given tae cemlise of tae Soviet Union anc

Amdvras v +h
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rom power, one migat ose inclined to
Saevarcnaczze’s “1iew. However, tals writer 1s not ccnvincec taat tae
uncomgromising agsoroach favorec by Shevardnadze would have worked eitaer,
given tae entrencaec resistance tarougaout tnhe oureaucracy anc —ae _ack cf

bottom-up support.

CONCLUSION

Eduarc Shevarcnacze has earned his »nlace among the prominent statesmen

of tais century. Desdite tae brea<us of tae Soviet Unicn, muca of
Shevarcnacze’s strategic vision was rea_ized at Zeast in parz: significant

recuctions 1n nuclear arms, an enc to Scviet i1solation anc greater acceptance
in the world community, anc a wave of reZorms to support tnae vrocess of
cemocratization at nome.

Most important’y, Shevardnadze can claim a large share of the credit for
encing a resource-craining co_d war and forging tae ceginnings of a procuctive

o

vartnershio between the United States and the Soviet Union, a chain of events

Soviet, Moscow, 23 Oct. 1989.
* Saevarcnacze, 23 Oct. 1989.
Ecuarc Shevarcnacce, “Report on tnae 19ta AZ--Union CPSU Conference

Foreign Po_icy and Diplomacy,” USSR Minisz<ry of Foreign Affairs Conference,

25 Jul 198s8
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